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1. The year 2013 saw the publication of a new comprehensive critical 
edition of Wu ti Qing wen jian (五體清文鑒), which is also known as the Manchu 
Pentaglot Dictionary dating from the late 18th century. It was edited by Oliver 
Corff along with a team of researchers assembled by him: Kyoko Maezono, 
Wolfgang Lipp, Dorjpalam Dorj, Görööchin Gerelmaa, Aysima Mirsultan, 
Réka Stüber, and Byambajav Töwshintögs. The editors appear to have perfectly 
understood the importance of interdisciplinary studies and published  the finest 
possible edition of this monumental lexicographical manuscript.
The editors had three sources at their disposal, i.e. photomechanical 
reproductions of the Chonghuagong and the Fengtian manuscript, and the 
original of the London manuscript (see Corff et al. 2013: xxiv). The basis of their 
work was a photomechanical reproduction of the Chonghuagong manuscript 
published in Beijing in 1957 (= PDB) and later again in 2008, but the linguistic 
material in this case is contrasted with the content of the other two sources and 
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a number of other studies that dealt with the dictionary so far. The edition is 
therefore not a simple transcription of the manuscript, but rather a result of what 
appears to be painstakingly laborious or, at least highly meticulous comparative 
philological work, as a result of which the content of the manuscript of the Beijing 
reproduction has been amended and supplemented in a responsible manner using 
other sources. This work was necessary given that the above-mentioned 1957 
edition is not free of shortcomings, including missing, incomplete, displaced or 
redoubled headwords, orthographic errors and wrongly identified lexemes – as 
we can see in the informative introduction (see Corff et al. 2013: xxxiii, xxxvii).
Accordingly, every lemma is supplemented with a critical apparatus 
provided in footnotes, in which the available versions of the Wu ti Qing wen jian 
are compared. The user of the edition receives all the necessary information on 
the autograph: any kind of textual, editorial or orthographical peculiarities are 
separately indicated, the reader is informed of difficulties in the reading, of errors 
including lapsus calami and errores significativi, of any type of inconsistencies 
within the dictionary, as well as of comments made by other researches dealing 
with the relevant fragment (doubts, etymological remarks, different readings, 
etc.). Additional, consistently applied cross-references between headwords 
facilitate reading, understanding, and analysing the content of the manuscript. 
Needless to say, the edition follows the original semasiological, not 
alphabetical, arrangement of the lemmas.
It is obvious that the edition was carefully planned. First, the lemmas 
are transparent, even though they contain in eight sections the transcription 
and transliteration of linguistic data in five languages written in five scripts: in 
the original manuscript, the headword is in Manchu (in Manchu script), which 
is followed by parallel explanations in Tibetan (in Tibetan script, but they are 
additionally transliterated using the Manchu alphabet as well as transcribed 
phonetically using Manchu script), in Mongolian (in Mongolian script), in Turki1 
(in Arabic script enhanced with additional diacritics and transcribed phonetically 
using Manchu script), and in Chinese (in Chinese script). In the edition, with 
reason, the content of the whole manuscript is transcribed, obviously, except for 
the Manchu transliteration of Tibetan and Turki.
Secondly, the edition bears all the elements and features that a critical 
edition of a lexicographical manuscript should have: the editors consulted and 
compared all the accessible copies of the manuscript, provided an exhaustive 
description, including of their history, and prepared their stemma codicum 
and established the time of its creation (which is probably 1794). Moreover, 
the facsimile is widely accessible thanks to the Beijing edition from 1957 (and 
2008), the location of every portion of text is provided precisely so that the 
1 In fact this material reflects the local variants of Uyghur as spoken in Turfan and Qumul 
(see Shogaito 1999: 235).
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reader can easily find the fragments he is interested in not only in the above-
mentioned Beijing reproduction, but also in the London manuscript and the 
Japanese facsimile edition of the Fengtian manuscript printed in 1943 (= PDJ), 
the text received a transcriptual interpretation along with a critical apparatus and 
a translation into German of the meanings of the headwords (based mainly on 
Hauer 2007 [1952]). Finally, the scribal errors have been accordingly amended, 
and the missing fragments have been reconstructed.
Thirdly, the edition has been enhanced by a number of solutions that 
facilitate its use: the Mongolian fragments are supplemented with their modern 
Khalkha equivalents in Cyrillic script, the Chinese part received a transcription; 
the edition is preceded with a detailed introductory part, a number of very helpful 
qualifiers, editorial marks and symbols as well as abbreviations are used in the 
edition, in the critical apparatus comments that are attached to single word forms 
are clearly distinguished from those that concern the whole lemma, etc.
To sum up, the editors follow the good practices and standards established 
in such authoritative works on textual criticism as Maas (1959), West (1973) 
or Kenney (1974). The edition is an example of excellent work and excellent 
cooperation involving a large team of specialists of various disciplines.
2. The entire opus consists of a two-volume edition of the dictionary itself 
and an additional five volumes of indices containing the Manchu2, Tibetan3, 
Mongolian4, Turki5 and Chinese6 lexicons of the dictionary – all of them 
published one year after the edition appeared! As a result, the book is a far more 
convenient tool than one could have possibly expected.
In the past, researchers mainly concentrated on a linguistic analysis of 
certain semasiological groups, cf. e.g. the contributions of Himly (1895–1899), 
Ross (1909), Haenisch (1934/1935 and 1953), Meyer (1982, 1989), Doerfer 
(1985), and Wadley (1992). In these cases, a lexicon encompassing shamanism, 
2 Corff, O., Maezono, K. 2014. Auf kaiserlichen Befehl erstelltes Wörterbuch des Manju-
rischen in fünf Sprachen. „Fünfsprachenspiegel“. Index 1: Manjurisch. Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz 
Verlag, pp. 184. ISBN 978-3-447-10149-3.
3 Corff, O., Mirsultan, A. 2014. Auf kaiserlichen Befehl erstelltes Wörterbuch des Man-
jurischen in fünf Sprachen. „Fünfsprachenspiegel“. Index 2: Tibetisch. Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz 
Verlag, pp. 198. ISBN 978-3-447-10150-9.
4 Corff, O., Dorj, D. 2014. Auf kaiserlichen Befehl erstelltes Wörterbuch des Manjuri-
schen in fünf Sprachen. „Fünfsprachenspiegel“. Index 3: Mongolisch. Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz 
Verlag, pp. 279. ISBN 978-3-447-10151-6.
5 Corff, O., Mirsultan, A. 2014. Auf kaiserlichen Befehl erstelltes Wörterbuch des Manju-
rischen in fünf Sprachen. „Fünfsprachenspiegel“. Index 3: Turki. Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz Ver-
lag, pp. 267. ISBN 978-3-447-10152-3.
6 Corff, O., 2014. Auf kaiserlichen Befehl erstelltes Wörterbuch des Manjurischen in fünf 




riding, hunting, games and the names of birds, aquatic animals, and trees has been 
presented and listed in alphabetic indices. Given, however, that no comprehensive 
indices were available, the use of the dictionary was quite problematic7 and 
therefore the linguistic material from the Pentaglot dictionary was rarely quoted 
in Turkic comparative studies.8 For instance, as far as I know, neither the Japanese 
edition from 1943 nor the Beijing edition from 1957 was quoted in any of the 
seven volumes of ÈSTJa (1974–2003), in Räsänen’s (1969) Versuch, in Clauson’s 
(1972: xxiii) etymological dictionary (he only quotes Turki material from Shaw’s 
(1878, 1880) dictionary and grammar), or in the unfavourably reviewed EDAL 
(2003). On the other hand, as far the most comprehensive studies are concerned, 
we find the Beijing edition quoted in Doerfer’s (1963–1975) TMEN and in the 
most recent etymological dictionary of West Old Turkic loanwords in Hungarian 
containing extensive comparative Turkic (and Altaic) data – in TLH (2011). In 
the latter etymological dictionary, however, the linguistic data from the Pentaglot 
Dictionary was mostly gathered on the basis of Ross (1909), given that three bird 
names and a tree name entered the dictionary9.
Today, the comprehensive indices open up new possibilities and make a much 
greater utilization of the Pentaglot Dictionary possible, above all in comparative and 
etymological studies.
3. The edition is, obviously, above all an extremely valuable contribution 
to Manchu studies. Nevertheless it seems obvious that it will not go unnoticed in 
none of the disciplines its material concerns. The critically edited manuscript is 
one of the finest examples of Manchu lexicography available with a total of 18,671 
lemmas organized into 36 semantic groups and further divided into subgroups. 
The lexical data we find in the dictionary is highly reliable having been proofed by 
specialists in Uyghur studies – unlike for instance some of the available Chagatai 
dictionaries compiled by Ottoman authors in the 19th century, in which the Chagatai 
linguistic material was often confused with the Ottoman lexicon, like e.g. in Vefik 
(1876) or Šeyχ Süleymān (1881: 97).
From the point of view of the Turkic linguistic material, the Manchu 
transliteration which accompanies the traditional notation in Arabic script (in 
the so-called Naskhi calligraphic style) makes the dictionary unique and paves 
the way for further research on 18th-century Turkic in Eastern Turkistan (e.g. on 
its innovative and unusual features – cf. the a > e change before a syllable with 
i – or its relation to Chagatai).
7 See, e.g. Wadley’s (1992: 110) complaint on this matter.
8 The desideratum to compile comprehensive indices has been earlier expressed by some 
researchers, see e.g. Krueger (1963) or Mimaki (1988).
9 See TLH (I 508; II 736, 859): Man. aŋgir niyehe ‘anggir duck’, Tu. čuli (čawli) ‘falcon’, 
and Tu. qoy quš ‘a kind of eagle’ and cf. with Ross (1909: 298 s.v. sarigh urdak, 271 s.v. čuli, 271 
s.v. huy quš). Ross’s article was eventually not included in the bibliography in TLH.
.
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Abbreviations
Ma. = Manchu; Tu. = Turki 
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